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Chapter 6: 

Natural Selection and Evolution: 
Do Darwin’s Finches Prove 

Evolution?
Roger Patterson

Why is this Chapter Important?

As you open the typical biology textbook, you will be 
confronted with an evolutionary view of the world on 

almost every page. “Evolutionary processes” supposedly 
turn a single cell floating in an imaginary primordial ooze 
into a zebra fish or a zebra, and require billions of years to 
do so. Without these billions of years, natural selection and 
mutations would not have enough time to “work together” to 
bring about wholesale creature design changes—assuming 
they could do that even given an eternity. To accept the evo-
lutionary development of life is to reject the clear meaning 
of God’s description of the creation of life in Genesis 1. In 
this chapter you will learn of the differences between what 
evolutionists claim time and chance can accomplish and 
what we really know to be true from actual scientific studies 
and the description of God’s creative acts in the Bible. 
Contrary to textbook assertions, you and I are far more than 
highly evolved animals, but special creations of God made 
in His image.



Creation v. Evolution

134

If you were to ask the typical person to explain biolog-
ical evolution, the ideas of natural selection and mutations 
would surely be a part of their description. But is natural 
selection really able to accomplish what evolution needs it 
to accomplish? Can mutations account for the change of an 
amoeba into a horse? Has any of this actually been observed, 
or is there a lot of speculation involved? These are the kinds 
of questions that need to be answered as we sort through 
the claims found in textbooks and various video programs 
designed to teach the evolutionary view of how life came to 
exist on this planet.

The Naturalistic Worldview

Whenever we consider complex ideas like biological 
evolution, there are many assumptions that have to be made, 
or at least accepted, for the sake of discussion. The typical 
person who believes in an evolutionary process embraces a 
chain of assumptions—whether they realize it or not.

The explanations you will find in textbooks, various 
teaching videos, and hear in the classroom are almost always 
based on the worldview called naturalism. Those with a 
naturalistic worldview believe that everything we see in the 
universe can be explained by natural processes. To them, 
everything is a result of the laws of nature acting over time 
to produce what we see. Humans are simply the result of 
gravity, time, thermodynamics, natural selection, mutations, 
and chemical reactions. To a naturalist, there is no need for 
miracles or a god or anything we can’t see and measure to 
produce the universe as we see it today—including every 
creature alive or extinct. In fact, the textbook you use might 
just include a statement like that in the early chapters that 
talk about what science is. In truth, we must assume unifor-
mity of natural laws in order to achieve scientific discoveries 
about how things work. However, we must not assume that 
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natural laws are all that ever existed, for, as discussed in 
the introduction, those very laws had their origin in a God 
entirely apart from nature.

A famous evolutionist, Dr. Richard Dawkins, admits that 
there are many elements of the natural world that look like 
they were designed. But he rejects the idea that there was a 
designer. Dawkins has said, “The illusion of purpose is so 
powerful that biologists themselves use the assumption of 
good design as a working tool”139 and many other similar 
statements. When was the last time you saw a building or a 
watch and thought, “You know, I bet that just happened as 
a result of the random interactions of various natural laws?” 
Never. Take a look at your hand and flex your fingers. Move 
your eyes quickly around the room and consider how fast 
your eyes focus and take in new information. Next consider 
your hearing, and how air impulses from sound waves 
are converted into electrical impulses by your brain then 
interpreted as speech, almost in “real time.” Now consider 
your whole body working together. Could an engineer 
design such an intricate machine? And could even the best 
of human engineers build it to repair and reproduce itself? 
Not a chance.

God has designed each of the kinds of living things that 
live on this planet. They did not arise from random events 
and natural laws. In order for those laws of nature to exist, 
there must have been a supreme Lawmaker, and He has told 
us in the Bible how He made all creatures. These creatures 
were not accidents. God purposefully designed each one in 
a supernatural act of creation. Every kind of creature was 
created by the powerful command of Jesus Christ (John 1:3; 
Colossians 1:16–17). Naturalism cannot offer a satisfactory 
explanation for how even a single-celled bacterium could 
have arrived on this planet without a designer. After all, the 
very laws of nature, such as diffusion and decay, tear away 
at life. Only the high-tech, ultraminiaturized programs and 
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tools within living cells constantly battle against diffusion, 
decay, and other life-unfriendly “natural” laws.

Formula for Life

If evolution could be written as a formula, its simplest 
form would be Natural Selection + Mutations (changed to 
the genetic code) + Time = Evolution. But let’s examine 
this idea a bit more carefully. For evolution to be a valid 
scientific theory, it has to be able to explain how the first 
life reproduced with variety so that future generations would 
be able to change into new kinds of organisms. Supposedly 
a bacterium changed into an amoeba, which changed into 
a sponge, which changed into a fish, which changed into a 
reptile, which changed into a human—and every other life 
form we see today. How scientific is this fantastic story?

All life has information inside of it encoded in its DNA. 
The DNA contains the genetic building and maintenance 
instructions for all of the parts of an organism. Plants can’t 
make ears (other than corn!) because they don’t have the 
right sequence of DNA instruction to produce ears. So if ani-
mals and plants have some common ancestor, at some point 
the information to make ears had to be added to the genes of 
some animal. So how did that extra information get there?

In order to exclude God from their thinking, most evolu-
tionists must assume that information initially comes from a 
natural process in the first place. Otherwise, the first living 
cell would never have been able to make itself, let alone 
duplicate itself, without a miracle. This is one of the major 
hurdles in the hypothesis of chemical evolution—the origin 
of the first life. But let’s assume that information in the DNA 
was present. If the DNA of an imaginary first organism was 
simply copied, evolution couldn’t move forward in gaining 
new instructions because no differences would arise in future 
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generations. The gene pool—all of the available genes in a 
population—would be stagnant.

Mutations

Enter mutations! If there were occasional mistakes in 
copying the information in the DNA, then differences could 
arise in future generations. The gene pool would have variety 
and slightly different organisms could be produced. Another 
way to introduce variety into the gene pool is through sexual 
reproduction, where each parent contributes half of the genetic 
information in its offspring, with different coding combina-
tions possible. However, these processes occur according to 
very specific cellular and whole organism instructions. Where 
did those precise instructions come from?

DNA is made up of two molecular chains loosely bonded 
together. Each chain has a specific sequence of four chemical 
bases that pair up in specific ways. Adenine always bonds to 
Thymine, and Guanine always bonds to Cytosine. The DNA 
sequence is often represented by a series of As, Ts, Cs, and 
Gs. A particular strand of DNA might have the sequence 
ATTCGCATAATGAACCGTC. The sequence of letters serves 
as a template to produce proteins and other cellular products. 
The code is read in sets of three: ATT.CGC.ATA.ATG.AAC.
GTC in the string above. If one of the letters is incorrectly 
copied when a cell is reproducing itself, the new cell gains a 
“point mutation.” Other forms of mutations can involve letters 
being inserted into the code or sections of the code being 
deleted. In each of these cases, the mutation can cause the cell 
to die or it may not have any immediate impact at all.

Mutations are a measurable, observable process in cells—
part of observational science. Understanding how a mutation 
impacts a given cell is an important part of biology and has 
helped us understand many diseases. Mutations resemble 
copying errors, like when we miss a letter or punctuation 
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mark when we copy instructions from our teacher’s marker 
board. An evolutionist takes these observable changes in 
cell’s coding and tries to use them to explain how a bacterium 
could have changed into a bullfrog. This “origins exercise” 
involves assumptions. Evolutionary scientists try to make 
careful studies and perform experiments, but they start from 
the wrong place. They assume all life evolved from a single 
ancestor and then test their ideas to see if they are reasonable. 
In many cases, the explanations seem to make sense, but they 
leave God out of the picture and further investigation reveals 
how they violate scientific principles. Other chapters in this 
book give examples, revealing exciting discoveries that totally 
debunk evolutionary assertions that once sounded reasonable.

If we start from the Bible, we better understand why 
mutations do not add the coded instructions for life that evo-
lution requires. Mutations are actually a product of the Fall 
of man described in Genesis 3. When Adam and Eve sinned 
against God, it brought death, disease, and the struggle for 
survival into the world. Mutations began to impact living 
things and cause disease. Mutations that cause cancer would 
never have been present before sin entered the world. In 
contrast, the evolutionary view teaches that mutations and 
the struggle for life are good because they brought about all 
of the life forms today. The Bible teaches us that God cre-
ated the world as a perfect place and that sin has corrupted 
the world and that death and mutations are a part of that 
corruption. Our starting points always impact the way we 
understand the world, including mutations.

Natural Selection

Mutations produce variety—there is no doubt about that. 
As animals struggle to survive in the wild, some varieties will 
be able to survive better than others in certain environments. 
A mutation can lead to a variation of a trait that is beneficial in 
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one environment and harmful in another. Imagine a dog that 
had a mutation in the hair-producing genes that caused the dog 
to have long hair. If that dog lived in a cold climate, it might 
be better able to survive the cold winters and would be more 
likely to reproduce more offspring with long hair. If it lived 
in a desert environment, the long hair mutation might cause it 
to overheat and die. After several generations, that mutation 
would disappear from the gene pool (or turn dormant).

This is an overly simple explanation of the process 
of natural selection. However, even if it works the way 
we imagine it, natural selection can only select from trait 
variations available within each organism. Natural selection 
cannot cause new traits to come about any more than climate 
changes can write new computer codes. Mutations can and 
do alter pre-existing biological code, however.

Like mutations, evolutionists use natural selection to 
attempt to explain how organisms could have adapted to dif-
ferent environments and changed from fish into amphibians 
over the course of millions of years. But this origins science 
question involves many assumptions about the past that 
can never be verified. The mutations and natural selection 
processes from the past can never be observed, measured, or 
repeated. These two processes are supposed to be able to cause 
one kind of animal to change into another, but scientists have 
not witnessed this. In other words, mutations change existing 
traits within a reproducing kind, but they don’t change one 
kind into another—a distinction that textbooks always ignore. 
Let’s look at some of the classic examples and see if they 
really demonstrate that new information can be added to the 
genome through these processes.

Finch Beaks

If you open just about any biology textbook to the 
section on natural selection and evolution, you are almost 
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certain to find two examples that illustrate Natural Selection 
+ Mutations + Time = Evolution. The first involves some 
very detailed research conducted over a long period of time 
on the Galapagos Islands. Peter and Rosemary Grant began 
their studies in the 1960s. They measured several aspects 
of the different finches living on the islands in the Pacific 
Ocean. One thing they noticed was that the shape of the finch 
beaks changed with different long-term climate changes.

In periods of drought, the island’s seeds had thicker 
shells, so birds with thicker beaks were better able to crack 
the thick shells. Because they could eat, they survived and 
passed their genes on to their offspring. When the weather 
was wetter, the average finch beaks got more slender. They 
have clearly documented the process of changing variation 
in the beak sizes and shapes that matched prevailing weather 
patterns. If this was natural selection, was it also evolution in 
action? No, and here is why.

The size of the beaks goes up and down over the years, 
but it never permanently changes, and it certainly doesn’t 
change into something other than a beak. In order for this 
to be “evolution in action,” we should see some type of new 
physical feature or biological process. But all the Grants 
observed were skinny beaks changing into wide beaks and 
vice versa. Beaks remained beaks on birds that were previ-
ously birds. How is that evolution in action? Dr. John Morris 
sum it up this way:

The two scholars, Drs. Peter and Rosemary Grant, 
observed how, under drought conditions, birds with 
larger beaks were better adapted than others, thus 
their percentage increased. But this trend reversed 
when the cyclical conditions reversed. Furthermore, 
in times of drought, the normally separate species 
were observed to cross-breed. They are related after 
all. Darwin was right! [in this part of the matter]. But 
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is this really evolution? Even after the changes there 
is still the same array of beak sizes and shapes. This 
is variation and adaptation, not evolution. Actually, 
de-evolution has occurred; the observation is that 
there are larger groupings of species into what may 
be more reminiscent of the originally created kind. 
Creation agrees with Darwin’s observations and with 
the newer observations, but evolution doesn’t, even 
though the Grants interpret this as rapid evolution. 
Wonderful study—great data, wrong interpretation.140

“Evolving” Bacteria

Another very popular example found in textbooks and 
news articles has to do with bacteria becoming resistant to 
antibiotics. Textbooks don’t mention that what is happening 
in bacterial biology actually opposes what is needed for 
molecules-to-man evolution to happen.

Here is one common way that antibiotics interact with 
bacteria. When a bacterium absorbs an antibiotic, a bacte-
rial enzyme breaks it down and turns it into a poison that 
kills the cell. Certain bacteria in a population may have a 
mutation that damages or diminishes the enzyme. When 
they absorb the antibiotic, they can’t turn it into the poison 
so they survive—they are resistant to the antibiotic. So this 
is survival of the fittest, right? Well, yes—but the mutants 
are only more ‘fit’ when swimming in antibiotic. Normally, 
non-mutants grow much faster than the mutants because the 
enzyme in question actually performs a life-enhancing task 
when not used to convert antibiotics to poison. The bacteria 
that had a mutation survived in that environment. That is the 
formula for evolution, right?

Well, not exactly. In order for evolution to happen, there 
has to be an increase in information—new information has to 
be added to the genome. That is not what happens with these 
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bacteria. The mutations have caused a loss of information—
the ability to make a proper enzyme. Losing information 
can’t lead to a gain in information. Antibiotic resistance is 
a great example of natural selection—observational sci-
ence—but it is not an example of evolution over millions of 
years—historical science—because it does not generate so 
much as a single new gene, let alone a new organism.

A Biblical Alternative

Biology books often show a “tree of life” when describing 
the history of life on Earth. Their evolutionary authors 
believe that a single organism evolved into different kinds 
of organisms, branching out into different forms through 
mutations and the process of natural selection (despite the 
hurdles described above). One branch of the tree might show 
a palm and another an orangutan. But no one has seen this 
tree in actual life—it is a drawing to explain an idea that 
they believe. It is an idea that follows a certain philosophy—
the philosophy of naturalism—and into which they force 
the evidence.

If we begin our thinking from the Word of God, as we 
should if we are to honor Christ, we have a very different 
way of interpreting the evidence. God describes how He cre-
ated living things in the first chapter of the Bible—Genesis 
1. He tells us, as an eyewitness to His own work, that He 
created plants and animals according to their kinds to repro-
duce after their kinds. Genesis 1:11 makes this clear: “Let 
the earth bring forth grass, the herb that yields seed, and the 
fruit tree that yields fruit according to its kind, whose seed 
is in itself, on the earth.” God supernaturally and specially 
created the different kinds of plants with seeds to produce 
more of the same kind. A coconut will never sprout a plum 
tree. The passages describing animals teach the same thing 
(Genesis 1:20–25; 6:19–20).
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So rather than a single tree of life, we could draw an 
orchard of trees each representing a distinct kind of plant 
or animal.141 All of the branches on the tree represent the 
variation within those kinds that have resulted from different 
expressions of the initial genetic variation God programmed 
in the original organisms as well as later mutations and other 
forms of genetic mixing. This orchard model is also an idea 
developed from a certain philosophy—Biblical creation.

Both of these views offer explanations for the evidence 
that we have in the present, but only one can be correct. Each 
attempts to apply observational science to understand the 
history of life on earth. One problem with the evolutionary 
worldview is that it must rely on unprovable assumptions. 
In contrast, biblical creation begins from the eyewitness 
testimony of the Creator God as described in His trustworthy 
Word—the Bible. You can trust that God has created life on 
this Earth. He did it for a reason. And that means that He 
created you for a reason. You are not simply the result of 
random accidents and the laws of nature—God created you 
and offers you the opportunity to know Him through His 
Son, Jesus Christ (Colossians 2:1–10).

Though textbooks portray evolution as a natural process 
whereby naturally selected mutations build new and more 
complicated creatures over vast eons from old and simple 
ones, we have seen this formula fail. Nature can only select 
from the options organisms already possess, and mutations 
do not generate the options required to turn bacteria into 
finches, for example. The alternative origins explanation—
biblical creation—fits the evidence just fine by explaining the 
original biological programming as having been created, and 
the constantly corrupting mutations as God’s consequence 
for man’s original sin.
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Chapter 7: 

Did Hippos Evolve into Whales?
Jonathan Sarfati, Ph.D. & Daniel A. Biddle, Ph.D.

Why is this Chapter Important?

Biology textbooks use illustrations of “ancient” land-
dwelling mammals turning into modern whales over 

millions of years to illustrate their version of history—evo-
lution. For example, Miller & Levine’s high school biology 
textbook prominently displays six creatures leading up to 
modern whales.142 This Chapter will review how these “pre-
whale” animals don’t line up in any such fashion. We will 
show instead that these fossils represent extinct marine or 
land animals that never evolved into whales. Further, we will 
review some impossibilities with the idea in secular circles 
that some wolf-sized animals evolved into 360,000-pound 
sea-dwelling whales. Even evolutionists’ own models show 
that these changes cannot be made given their own timescale. 
In the end, we wish our readers to gain confidence in the fact 
that so-called “whale evolution” falls far short of what its 
proponents say about it. In fact, we hope you will see not 
only how evolution fails whales, but how well the fossils fit 
into biblical history.
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Overview

Whales are one of God’s most magnificent creations. 
They are even mentioned specifically in the King James 
Bible translation: “And God created great whales, and every 
living creature that moveth, which the waters brought forth 
abundantly, after their kind…” (Genesis 1:21).143 To begin 
our discussion on the evolution of whales, let’s begin with a 
quick description of what makes whales so unique.

Let’s start first with the obvious—whales are massive. 
They are the largest animals on Earth, with the 100-foot long 
female blue whale at the top of the list. This animal weighs 
in at 360,000 pounds (the equivalent of 2,000 people), has 
a tongue the size and weight of an African elephant, and a 
heart that is the size of a small car that pumps 2,640 gallons 
of blood.144

Baleen whales have specially designed comb-like bris-
tles in their mouths called “baleen” that enable them to eat 
tiny krill as they move through the ocean at speeds up to 30 
miles per hour (requiring over 1,000 horsepower to do so!). 
Much of this power is generated by a tail that is 25 feet wide. 
Blue whales can dive over 1,500 feet and communicate with 
each other up to 1,000 miles away. Baleen whales feed by 
the enormously energetic process of ‘lunge feeding,’ and 
have a unique sensory organ to coordinate this so their jaws 
don’t shatter. This organ senses the “dynamic rotation of the 
jaws during mouth opening and closure [and] provides the 
necessary input to the brain for coordinating the initiation, 
modulation and end stages of engulfment.”145 To say the 
least, these are amazing creatures.

Evolutionists insist that these wonderful marine crea-
tures, outfitted as they are with an array of specifications 
precisely targeted for successful life in water, evolved from 
ancestors that once had none of those specifications. These 
people write state-sponsored textbooks, yet have plenty 
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of explaining to do. How, step-by-step, and without using 
words like “evolution,” “selection,” or “emerged,” could 
whales have evolved in the manner they describe?

Evolution faces a whale of a challenge, not just from a 
theoretical basis but from the standpoint of observational 
science. What creature kinds have served as the best candi-
dates for evolutionary whale ancestry? The founder of the 
theory of evolution himself, Charles Darwin, had an idea. In 
the first edition (1865) of his well-known book, The Origin 
of Species, Darwin wrote:

In North America the black bear was seen…
swimming for hours with widely open mouth, thus 
catching, like a whale, insects in the water. Even in 
so extreme a case as this, if the supply of insects were 
constant, and if better adapted competitors did not 
already exist in the country, I can see no difficulty in 
a race of bears being rendered, by natural selection, 
more and more aquatic in their structure and habits, 
with larger and larger mouths, till a creature was 
produced as monstrous as a whale.146

While this section was removed from later editions of 
the book, in 1903 he stated that he still maintained his posi-
tion of bears evolving into whales: “I still maintain that there 
is no special difficulty in a bear’s mouth being enlarged to 
any degree useful to its changing habits.”147 Clearly, Darwin 
believed that any creature has an unlimited potential to 
change its form. He was wrong about this, and other places 
in this book tell why.

Fast-forward to the 1970s. Bears are now out of the 
evolutionary “whale line” and textbooks report other animal 
candidates as whale ancestors such as Mesonychids, known 
from fossils.148 Then, in the 1980s, Pakicetus took first posi-
tion.149 Twenty years later, a large group of evolutionists 
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selected the hippopotamus, while another group placed pigs 
into the “evolving” evolutionary ancestry of whales.150

What’s next? Fortunately, from a biblical creation 
standpoint, God made whales on the Day 5 of Creation, each 
creature after their own kind. And this view hasn’t changed 
since these words of Scripture were penned about 3,500 
years ago!

If whale evolution is true, then we would expect many 
other transitional “in-between” whale-like animals, either 
living or fossil, each stepping up along the evolutionary tree. 
Just take a look at the differences between some of these 
“starter” animals, which were land mammals, and the whales 
into which they supposedly evolved. As Dr. Carl Werner 
points out:

Consider how miraculous it would be for a wolf 
or a bear or any such creature to evolve into the 13 
families and 79 species of whales, from the finless 
porpoise measuring about four feet long, to the blue 
whale measuring 100 feet. The latter weighs 360,000 
pounds (the equivalent of 2,000 people); its tongue 
is the size and weight of an African elephant; its 
heart is the size of a small car; its heart pumps 2,640 
gallons of blood; and a human could swim through 
its massive aorta.151

A prominent evolutionary biologist now known for 
expressing doubt about some Darwinist claims, Dr. Richard 
Sternberg, studied whale evolution in depth. He concluded 
that there is simply not enough time within evolutionary 
time stamps to make even a few of the changes necessary 
to reorganize a land creature into a whale.152 Some of these 
changes had to include:
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•	 Counter-current heat exchanger for intra-abdominal 
testes (to keep them cool)

•	 Ball vertebra (to enable the tail to move up and down 
instead of side to side)

•	 Tail flukes and musculature
•	 Blubber for temperature insulation
•	 Ability to drink sea water (reorganization of 

kidney tissues)
•	 Nurse young underwater (modified mammae)
•	 Forelimbs transformed into flippers
•	 Reduction of hindlimbs
•	 Reduction/loss of pelvis and sacral vertebrae
•	 Reorganization of the musculature for the reproduc-

tive organs
•	 Hydrodynamic properties of the skin
•	 Special lung surfactants
•	 Novel muscle systems for the blowhole
•	 Modification of the teeth
•	 Modification of the eye for underwater vision
•	 Emergence and expansion of the mandibular fat pad 

with complex lipid distribution
•	 Reorganization of skull bones and musculature
•	 Modification of the ear bones
•	 Decoupling of esophagus and trachea
•	 Synthesis and metabolism of isovaleric acid (toxic to 

terrestrial mammals)

In a debate regarding the origins of life, Dr. Sternberg 
stated, “How could this process alone have produced fully 
aquatic cetaceans (whales) with their multiple, anatomical 
novelties, requiring many hundreds, even thousands of	
adaptive changes in less than 2 million years—even less than 
9 million years?... I’m saying it doesn’t add up.”153 We would 
need thousands of in-between examples of fossils demon-
strating each of these requirements developing through time.
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Making this evolutionary process even more difficult to 
believe, the jawbone of an ancient whale found in Antarctica 
in October 2011 was “dated” to 49 million years, which 
would imply that the first fully-developed whales now date 
to about the same time as one of the supposed whale “ances-
tors,” named Ambulocetus.154

It is clear that what we have on Earth is a created “kind” 
of whales that have existed since Day 5 of Creation, and 
not some evolutionary line of land-mammals leading to the 
largest creature on Earth—a 360,000 pound blue whale that 
is able to swim up to 30 miles per hour, has a tongue that 
weighs as much as an elephant, a heart the size of a car, eats 
4–8 tons of krill each day, and dives to depths of over 1,500 
feet while holding its breath. By now, it should become clear 
that it takes more faith to believe in evolution than it does in 
whale Creation.

With this background in mind, we will next review and 
reject each of the animals that are supposedly linked together 
in the successive train of whale evolution.

Animals (that Don’t Belong) in the Progression of 
Whale Evolution

Several high school and college biology textbooks 
display the supposed “whale evolution” model by putting 
several pictures of extinct and living animals side-by-side 
and bonding them together in a hypothetical evolutionary 
explanation that one animal led to the next, on up the 
evolutionary tree. For example, the first two in Miller & 
Levine’s line-up (Ancient artiodactyls and Pakicetus) are 
land-dwelling mammals (similar to wolves), the next two 
(Ambulocetus and Rodhocetus) allegedly started developing 
fins and tails/flippers, the next two (Basilosaurus and 
Dorudon) are early whales, followed by the two suborders of 
modern whales: Mysticeti (baleen whales) and Odontoceti 
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(toothed whales).155 Lined up this way, they seem to tell a neat 
evolutionary story. But as we will show, this arrangement 
follows more from an underlying philosophical commitment 
to evolution than to scientific data.

From a biblical creationist standpoint, these eight mam-
mals are not related and have not evolved. Rather, the first 
two are simply extinct wolf-like creatures most likely buried 
and later fossilized by Noah’s Flood, the next four are extinct 
whale-like creatures (which also likely died in the Flood), 
and the last two are obviously whales that still exist today.

Asserting that these eight animals are somehow all tied 
to the same evolutionary tree is similar to digging up a golf 
ball, baseball, and soccer ball in your backyard and saying, 
“See! This must be proof of ball evolution!” Just because 
animals shared some similar features or habitats does not 
mean that they are related, or that one led to the other! After 
all, nobody has ever observed a progression of one kind 
evolving into another. As discussed in Chapter 6, animals 
can and do adapt by making certain adjustments, such as 
“Darwin’s Finches,” but they do not change from one kind 
of animal to another. Indeed, Darwin’s Finches are still 
finches—they differ only by beak size and shape. The same 
is true with whales.

Each of these “evolving whale” creatures will be dis-
cussed below, along with some amazing recent admissions 
made by the evolutionists who originally touted them as 
“proof” of evolution.

Ancient artiodactyl

“Artiodactyl” is a collective term used to mean “even-
toed” animals, referring to their two or four hoofs per foot. 
According to evolutionary fossil-age assignments, they date 
back some 54 million years. Animals in this category include 
goats, sheep, camels, pigs, cows, and deer. Other than just 
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saying so, there is no evidence connecting this entire group 
of animals to whales. By suggesting that whales evolved 
from some “ancient artiodactyl,” they implicitly admit that 
they do not have a real fossil connecting whales to other 
mammals, instead reaching for an imaginary, not-yet-found 
“ancestor.”

Pakicetus

Pakicetus means “whale from Pakistan,” but it looked 
nothing like a whale. It was originally represented by a few 
elongated wolf-like skull fragments that were first discov-
ered by paleontologist Philip Gingerich in the early 1980s.156 
Based on these skull fragments, Gingerich asserted that the 
Pakicetus was a “perfect intermediate” between land ani-
mals and whales.157 Drawings of the Pakicetus swimming in 
the ocean as a sea creature soon adorned standardized text-
books.158 At the time, it was easy to pretend that Pakicetus 
had a whale-like body, since we had no body fossils.

About ten years later, more Pakicetus fossils were dis-
covered, including additional body fossils associated with 
skull material. “All the postcranial bones indicate that paki-
cetids were land mammals… Many of the fossils’ features…
indicate that the animals were runners, moving with only 
their digits touching the ground,” according to the presti-
gious journal Nature.159 These led to the conclusion that the 
Pakicetus was “no more amphibious than a tapir”160 Tapirs are 
modern browsing mammals living in South America, similar 
to pigs but with longer snouts. Once new fossils showed 
that it had well-organized, fast-running legs, was Pakicetus 
immediately removed from its iconic whale ancestry posi-
tion in evolutionary textbook diagrams? Surprisingly, texts 
often still include Pakicetus. This is just bad science. Tapirs 
are alive today, and no one has seen these animals evolving 
at all, much less to anything close to a sea-dwelling whale. A 
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recent article in National Geographic reports that Gingerich 
now believes that whales are related to antelopes based on a 
“single piece of fossil” found in 2000.161

Just viewing the illustration of the Pakicetus in common 
biology textbooks shows these animals to have simply been 
extinct, wolf-like mammals.

Ambulocetus

Ambulocetus is based on a set of fossil fragments that was 
discovered in Pakistan in 1993. To date there have been only 
two Ambulocetus fossils found.162 One high school biology 
textbook includes this creature in whale evolution by stating: 
“The limb structure of Ambulocetus ‘walking whale’ sug-
gests that these animals could both swim in shallow water 
and walk on land.”163

Alligators and crocodiles are reptiles that look similar 
to the mammal Ambulocetus, and they can swim and walk 
on land. Why have they not also been lined up in the evolu-
tionary train leading to whales?

In his book, Evolution: A Theory in Crisis, evolutionary 
biochemist, Dr. Michael Denton, points out that Ambulocetus’ 
backbone ends in the pelvic bone (from which powerful leg 
bones extend), which is typical for land mammals. In whales, 
on the other hand, the backbone continues right down to the 
tail and there is no pelvic bone at all. Basilosaurus, thought 
to have lived up to 10 million years after Ambulocetus, 
possesses a typical no-pelvis whale anatomy. There is no 
intermediate form between Ambulocetus, a typical terrestrial 
animal, and Basilosaurus, a typical whale. Note also that 
Basilosaurus is about 10 times longer than Ambulocetus, 
although evolutionary textbooks often draw them side-by-
side to make the ‘transitional series’ look better. Basilosaurus 
and sperm whales have small bones independent of the 
backbone in their lower bodies. Some evolutionists claim 
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that these are shrunken leg bones. However, the bones in 
question more likely had functional uses in reproduction 
in Basilosaurus, whereas in sperm whales they support the 
reproductive organs.164 Why would they have evolved into 
legs if they were already useful in their present state?

Dr. Carl Werner points out that the evolution “evidence” 
involving Ambulocetus consists of nothing more than just by 
saying so:

According to Dr. Annalisa Berta, an expert in aquatic 
mammal evolution, “Ambulocetus is a whale by 
virtue of its inclusion in that lineage.” In other words, 
Ambulocetus was defined as a “walking whale” not 
because it had a whale’s tail or a whale’s flippers or 
a blowhole, but because [some] evolution scientists 
believed it was on the line to becoming a whale, it 
became a “whale.” And since it was a land animal 
with four legs, it was then called a “walking whale.” 
Scientists who oppose evolution are quick to point 
out that this reasoning is circular and therefore spe-
cious.165 (emphasis added)

Dr. Werner also pointed out that because Ambulocetus 
has eyes on the top of its head (like a crocodile) it should be 
clearly classified as a mammal with legs, having nothing to 
do with whales.

Rodhocetus

Rodhocetus was also found in Pakistan in 1992, and is 
now represented by three fossils.166 The most well-known 
Rodhocetus is made up of two partial skeletons that make 
up an “early whale” that had short limbs, long hands, and 
feet.167 The Levine & Miller biology textbook states that its 
hind limbs were “short and probably not able to bear much 
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weight. Paleontologists think that these animals spent most 
of their time in the water.”168

Many of the textbook illustrations of the Rodocetus 
show it with legs and a dolphin or a common whale tail. 
For example, the Proceedings of the National Academy of 
Sciences showed Rodhocetus with a fluked tail similar to a 
typical whale.169 Several other textbooks followed the prac-
tice, making for a convincing presentation that this animal 
(all three of them) was some type of transition step along the 
way to today’s whales.

Dr. Phil Gingerich, the paleontologist most responsible 
for the reconstruction and presentation of Rodhocetus, 
added a prominent tail and “fluke” (the wide fin at the end of 
the tail) to Rodhocetus when it was displayed at the Natural 
History Museum at the University of Michigan. When inter-
viewed about why he added a whale fluke on Rodhocetus, 
Dr. Gingerich answered, “Well, I told you we don’t have the 
tail in Rodhocetus. So, we don’t know for sure whether it 
had a ball vertebrae indicating a fluke or not. So, I speculated 
it might have had a fluke.”170

During this same revealing interview, Dr. Gingerich 
also acknowledged that the flippers were drawn on the 
diagram without fossil representation! Today he no longer 
believes that this animal had flippers, stating, “Since then 
we have found the forelimbs, the hands, and the front arms 
of Rodhocetus, and we understand that it doesn’t have the 
kind of arms that can spread out like flippers on a whale.” 
Without flippers or tail, Rodhocetus should be removed 
from its evolutionary lineup. The way its features had been 
imaginatively added, like those of Pakicetus before more 
complete fossils were found, clearly show whale evolution 
to be a product of researchers’ minds and not of scientific 
observation.
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Basilosaurus

A total of over 100 Basilosaurus fossils have been found 
around the world including Egypt, Jordan, Pakistan, and in 
the United States (Mississippi and Alabama). One of the fea-
tures that led evolutionists to believe that the Basilosaurus 
should be included in the “whale evolution line” are its hind 
“limbs.”171 Evolutionists frequently represent these limbs as 
“leftovers” from a supposed land-dwelling past. They sup-
posedly lost their legs, evolved flippers, and became whales.

However, many leading evolutionists are now admitting 
that these limbs, like the small “leftover” limbs in “modern” 
whales, “could only be some kind of sexual or reproductive 
clasper.”172 These “claspers” are necessary to join multi-ton 
animals tightly together while mating in water and swim-
ming, a design found in numerous other sea creatures. Whale 
evolutionist Dr. Gingerich wrote:

Hind limbs of Basilosaurus appear to have been too 
small relative to body size… to have assisted in swim-
ming, and they could not possibly have supported 
the body on land. However, maintenance of some 
function is likely… The pelvis of modern whales 
[not a limb-supporting “pelvis”] serves to anchor 
reproductive organs, even though functional hind 
limbs are lacking. Thus hind limbs of Basilosaurus 
are most plausibly interpreted as accessories facili-
tating reproduction.173

It is also interesting that apparently no transitional 
fossils between current whales and the Basilosaurus have 
been found, even though hundreds of each have been found. 
If evolution is true, one would think that over 35 million 
years of evolution would have produced some fossilized 
examples of transitions, but the fossil record “jumps” from 
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Basilosaurus, which was a fully aquatic animal, to modern 
whales, with nothing in between.174 In actuality, God created 
whales and Basilosaurus separately.

Dorudon

There have been over 50 Dorudon fossils discovered 
around the world. These animals are simply extinct whales. 
They had nostril openings (blowholes) on top of their skulls, 
measured about 50 feet long, and lived in the water full-time. 
I described them in an online article that I wrote in 2008:

The Dorudon was once classified as a juvenile 
Basilosaurus, since they are very similar, long, 
slender marine mammals, but Dorudon was 5 m 
long and Basilosaurus 18 m. They are now classified 
as separate subfamilies of Basolosauridae. They are 
most likely varieties of the same created kind, much 
as the false killer whale (Pseudorca crassidens) and a 
bottlenose dolphin (Tursiops truncatus) are the same 
biological species given that they can produce a fer-
tile hybrid called a wholphin…the serpentine body 
structure, cheek teeth and nasal bones mean that it 
could not have been an ancestor to modern whales. 
Also, the allegedly vestigial hind limbs actually had 
an important function as reproductive claspers.175

Finally, Mysticetes include grey, blue, and humpback 
whales, and Odontocetes include toothed whales like dol-
phins and sperm whales. These modern whales are already 
whales, so have no place in whale evolution.
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Summary

One of the certain facts that we can know from fossils is 
that the animal died. However, fossils do not come with tags 
showing the year they were created or buried in mud. When 
the evolutionist assumptions are removed, we no longer have 
a string of animals that led one to the other. Rather, we have 
various created kinds of animals that died by rapid muddy 
burials and then fossilized when the mud later dried.

What we can know for certain regarding the supposed 
story of whale evolution is that its theories have often 
changed—bears, mesonychids, Pakicetus, and now hippo-
potamuses have rotated through. The biblical viewpoint, 
however, remains unchanged since penned about 3,500 
years ago: Whales were created as whales that can express 
variations within each of their kinds: some died off (many 
did not survive the Flood), and many are still alive today. 
Figure 19 shows how Biblical Creation has maintained a 
solid, unchanging perspective regarding the origin of whales, 
compared to the changing ideas of evolutionary theory.

Figure 19. Creation Theories about Whales
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Finally, considering the number of changes that are 
needed to turn a wolf, bear, hippopotamus, or pig into a 
360,000 pound, 100-foot blue whale doesn’t even pass the 
common sense test. It takes more faith to believe in that type 
of evolution than it does to believe in biblical creation. The 
multiple families of whales we have were simply created 
that way. Dr. Duane Gish describes such “incredible faith in 
the evolution” this way:

Evolutionists are forced to believe that whatever the 
need may be, no matter how complex and unusual, 
random genetic errors were able to produce the struc-
tures required in a perfectly coordinated manner… It 
requires an enormous faith in miracles, where mate-
rialist philosophy actually forbids them, to believe 
that some hairy, four-legged mammal crawled into 
the water and gradually, over eons of time, gave 
rise to whales, dolphins, sea cows, seals, sea lions, 
walruses, and other marine mammals via thousands 
and thousands of random genetic errors. This blind 
hit and miss method supposedly generated the many 
highly specialized complex organs and structures 
without which these whales could not function, 
complex structures which in incipient stages would 
be totally useless and actually detrimental. Evolution 
theory is an incredible faith.176

Few of the members depicted in textbook illustrations of 
whale evolution belong there. Each shows evidence that it 
was a uniquely created creature, having no anatomical link 
to whales. Instead of showcasing evolution, the wonderful 
and integrated design features that make whale life possible 
should showcase their great Creator, the God of the Bible.
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